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DETAILED ACTION 



This action is responsive to amendment filed October 22, 2003. 



Response to Amendment 



The examiner has acknowledged the amended claims 1, and 29. 



Response to Arguments 



Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-78 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 



Claims 29, 33, 36, 37, 41-43, and 46-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Waggamon et al. U.S Patent 6049289. 

Regarding claim 29, Waggamon et al. teaches an apparatus for operating an electronic 
locking device using a wireless communication device (figure 1), comprising: means for 
receiving a master key code (secret key) from a master key supplier (figure 1); means for 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 



generating a secondary key code, from the master key code (col. 4 lines 61-65); and means for 
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transmitting the secondary code to the wireless communication device (42), wherein the 
secondary key code is to operate the electronic locking device (col. 8 lines 18-21). 

Regarding claim 33 and 37, Waggamon et al. teaches means for transmitting the 
secondary code by a wireless communication link (figure 1). 

Regarding claim 36, Waggamon et al. teaches the wireless communication device is a 
wireless transmitter (40). 

Regarding claim 41, Waggamon et al. teaches the electronic locking device is 
preprogrammed to accept the key code (col. 6 lines 41-44). 

Regarding claim 42, Waggamon et al. the wireless communication device transmit the 
secondary code to the receiver of the locking device (figure 2) and the key code is decoded and 
transmitted to the drive mechanism (64) of the lock of the garage door (col. 7 lines 55-56). The 
code to the lock is therefore transmitted at a different (remote) time than the secondary code to 
the wireless device. 

Regarding claim 43, Waggamon et al. teaches means (54) for receiving a key code from 
the wireless communication device (figure 2), means for authenticating the key code (col. 8 lines 
16-19), and means for transmitting a command to open the electronic locking device (col. 8 lines 
19-21). 

Regarding claim 46, Waggamon et al. teaches authenticating the key code by performing 
a comparison of the key code to information stored in the key code table (col. 8 lines 16-18). 

Regarding claim 47, Waggamon et al, teaches the entry for the locking device includes 
device identification information (col. 4 lines 58-59). 
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Regarding claim 48, Waggamon et al. teaches a wireless communication device (40) 
which is conventionally owned by the user. 

Regarding claim 49, Waggamon et al. teaches encoding (encryption) of the secondary 
code (col. 5 lines 10-12). 

Regarding claim 50, Waggamon et al. teaches means for recording secondary codes used 
to the locking device (col. 18 lines 16-18). 

Claims 56-57, 59, 60-62, 64-66, 68-71, and 73-78 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Kuchharczyk et al. U.S Patent 6300873. 

Regarding claims 56, 75 and 78, Kucharczyk et al. teaches a method of operating an 
electronic locking device using a wireless communication device (col. 4 lines 47-49), 
comprising: 

receiving a master key and generating a secondary key code (master code) (col. 7 lines 



requesting a secondary key code from a key code supplier (col. 7 lines 11-13); 
receiving the secondary key code associated with the electronic locking device (col. 5 lines 14- 
15), the secondary key code having been generated based on a master key code unique seed 
(master code) (col. 7 lines 54-56); and 

transmitting the secondary key code to the electronic locking device, wherein the electronic 
locking device is operated in response to receiving the secondary key code (col. 4 lines 38-50). 
Kucharczyk et al. teaches the key code is supplied by a server and the operation of the locking 
mechanism is control by the server (col. 7 lines 23-37) which inherently includes a computer 
product. 



54-56) 
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Regarding claims 57, 66, and 76 Kuchharczyk et al. teaches a method of operating an 
electronic locking device using a wireless communication device (col. 4 lines 47-49), 
comprising: 

requesting a secondary key code from a key code supplier (col. 7 lines 11-13); 
receiving the secondary key code associated with the electronic locking device (col. 5 hnes 14- 
15), the secondary key code having been generated based on a master key code unique seed 
(master code) (col. 7 lines 54-56); and 

transmitting the secondary key code to the electronic locking device, wherein the electronic 
locking device is operated in response to receiving the secondary key code (col. 4 lines 38-50). 

Regarding claims 59 and 68, Kuchharczyk et al. teaches the wireless communication 
device is a wireless transmitter (90). 

Regarding claims 60-61 and 70, Kucharczyk et al. teaches attaching key code to an 
electronic mail (col. 9 lines 55-59). The sending of the code at a remote time from the use of the 
secondary code is implied because the code must be received before it can be used. 

Regarding claims 62 and 71, Kucharczyk et al. teaches the server provides access codes 
to the storage device (col. 6 lines 27-30) which means that the locking device must be 
preprogrammed to accept the key codes. 

Regarding claims 64-65 and 73-74, Kucharczyk et al. teaches the key supplier (server) 
detecting codes that are never used and automatically canceling (deleting) such codes (col. 8 
lines 49-53). 
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Regarding claim 69, Kucharczyk et al. teaches attaching key code to an electronic mail 
(col. 9 lines 55-59) 

Regarding claim 77, Kucharczyk et al. teaches receiving a key code from the wireless 
communication device and transmitting a command to operate the locking device if the key code 
is authentic (col. 4 lines 51-65). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 1, 5, 8-1 1, 13-15, 18, 20, 22-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kucharczyk et al. U.S Patent 6570488 in view of Bruwer U.S Patent 6166650. 

Regarding claim 1, Kucharczyk et al. teaches a method of operating an electronic 
locking device using a wireless communication device (col. 10 lines 49-66). Kucharczyk et al. 
also teaches providing an access code generated from a unique seed (master code) (col. 7 lines 
54-56). Kucharczyk et al. is however silent on teaching receiving a master key code from a 
master key supplier and generating a secondary key code from the master key code and 
transmitting the secondary key code to the wireless communication device. Bruwer in an art 
related invention in the same field of endeavor of security system teaches receiving a master key 
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code from a master key supplier and generating a secondary key code from the master key code 
(col. 7 lines 54-57) and transmitting the secondary key code to the (decoder) wireless 
communication device (col. 8 lines 56-64). 

It would have been obvious to on of ordinary skill in the art to receive a master key code 
from a master key supplier and generating a secondary key code from the master key code and 
transmitting the secondary key code to the wireless communication device in Kucharczyk et al 
as evidenced by Bruwer because Kucharczyk et al. suggests a method of operating an electronic 
locking device using a wireless communication device and providing an access code generated 
from a unique seed (master code) and Bruwer teaches teaches receiving a master key code from a 
master key supplier and generating a secondary key code from the master key code and 
transmitting the secondary key code to the (decoder) wireless communication device. 

Regarding claims 5 and 9, Kucharczyk et al. teaches the electronic locking device using a 
wireless or wired communication link (col. 12 lines 50-51). 

Regarding claim 8, Kucharczyk et al. teaches the wireless communication device (90) is a 
wireless transmitter (figure 7). 

Regarding claims 10-11 and 14, Kucharczyk et al. teaches attaching key code to an 
electronic mail (col. 9 lines 55-59). The sending of the code at a remote time from the use of the 
secondary code is implied because the code must be received before it can be used. 

Regarding claim 13, Kucharczyk et al. teaches the server provides access codes to the 
storage device (col. 6 lines 27-30) which means that the locking device must be preprogrammed 
to accept the key codes. 
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Regarding claim 15, Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer teaches receiving a key code 
from the wireless communication device and transmitting a command to operate the locking 
device if the key code is authentic (col. 4 Hnes 51-65). 

Regarding claim 18, Kucharczyk et al. teaches authenticating the key code by performing 
a comparison of the key code to information stored in the key code table (col. 10 lines 5-8). 

Regarding claim 20, Kucharczyk et al. teaches the wireless communication device is own 
by the user (col. 4 lines 51-52). 

Regarding claim 22, Kucharczyk et al teaches maintaining a record of secondary key 
codes used to access the locking device (figure 4). 

Regarding claim 23, Kucharczyk et al. teaches using a random number to generate a key 
code (col. 7 lines 54-55). 

Regarding claim 24, Kucharczyk et al. teaches the authentication of the key coded 
depends on activation/expiration time of the key code (col. 8 lines 49-57). 

Regarding claim 25, Kucharczyk et al. teaches the use of the internet to supply key code 
(figure 5). 

Claims 2, 19, 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kucharczyk et al. U.S Patent 6570488 in view of Bruwer U.S Patent 6166650 and further in 
view of Hyatt, Jr. et al. U.S Patent 5745044. 

Regarding claims 2, 19, 21 Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer teaches a device 
identification portion associated to the secondary code (col. 10 lines 45-48) but is silent on 
teaching the secondary key includes an activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion and 
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a time of last use portion. Hyatt, Jr. et al. in an art related Electronic Security System teaches a 
key which stores information including an activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion 
and a time of last use portion (col. 4 lines 52-59). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to for the secondary key to 
includes an activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion and a time of last use portion in 
Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer as evidenced by Hyatt, Jr. et al. because Kucharczyk et al. 
in view of Bruwer suggests a device identification portion associated to the secondary code and 
Hyatt, Jr. teaches including an activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion and a time of 
last use portion in the key code in order to improver the security of the access system. 

Claims 3- 4 and 26-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kucharczyk et al. U.S Patent 6570488 in view of Bruwer U.S Patent 6166650 and further in 
view of Brinkmeyer et al. U.S Patent 5838251. 

Regarding claim 3, Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer teaches the wireless device 
receiving the master key code (unique seed) (col. 7 lines 54-56) and transmitting key code over a 
network (figure 5) but is not explicit in teaching receiving the master key code over a network. 
Brinkmeyer et al. in an art related invention for programming a key code teaches receiving a 
master key code (encoded data) from a master key supplier (20) and the master code is received 
by a network as shown in figure 3 and (col. 9 lines 42-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to receive the master key 
code over a network in Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer as evidenced by Brinkmeyer et al. 
because Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer suggests the wireless device receiving the master 
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key code (unique seed) and transmitting key code over a network and Brinkmeyer et al. teaches 
transmitting a master key code to a wireless device over a network. 



Regarding claim 4, Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer teaches the wireless device 
receiving the master key code (unique seed) (col. 7 lines 54-56) but is silent on teaching sending 
a master key code request to the master key suppHer identifying one or more of a key supplier 
identifier, a product code of the electronic locking device. Brinkmeyer et al. in an art related 
invention for programming a key code teaches sending a master key code (encoded data) request 
to the master key supplier and the master key request identifying a product code of the electronic 
locking device (col. 6 lines 2-5). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art to send a master key code 
request to the master key supplier identifying one or more of a key supplier identifier, a product 
code of the electronic locking device in Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer as evidenced by 
Brinkmeyer et al. because Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer suggests the wireless device 
receiving the master key code and Brinkmeyer et al. teaches sending a master key code (encoded 
data) request to the master key supplier and the master key request identifying a product code of 
the electronic locking device. 

Regarding claims 26-27, Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer teaches providing update to 
the server regarding the locking device (col. 8 lines 6-9) but is silent on teaching polling the 
locking device and receiving status information from the electronic locking device. Brinkmeyer 
et al. in an art related invention for programming a key code teaches polling the electronic 
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locking device and receiving status information from the electronic locking device (col. 10 lines 
47-47) and the status information includes the current status of the lock (col. 10 lines 47-54). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to poll the locking device 
and receiving status information from the electronic locking device in Kucharczyk et al. in viev^ 
of Bruwer as evidenced by Brinkmeyer et al. because Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer 
suggests providing update to the server regarding the locking device and Brinkmeyer et al. 
teaches providing update information by polling the electronic locking device and receiving 
status information from the electronic locking device. 

Regarding claim 28, Kucharczyk et al. teaches operating the locking device based on the 
status information based on when the codes are used (col. 8 lines 49-55). 

Claims 6-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kucharczyk et 
al. U.S Patent 6570488 in view of Bruwer U.S Patent 6166650 and further in view of Gonzales et 
al. U.S Patent 5936544. 

Regarding claims 6-7, Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer teaches transmitting the 
secondary key code to the locking device (col. 2 lines 54-61) but is silent on teaching 
transmitting the secondary code to the locking device includes transmitting the secondary key 
code based on a network address. Gonzales et al. in an art related wireless access system teaches 
the transmission of an access code based on the network address of the locking device (col. 5 
lines 2-8). 



Application/Control Number: 09/71 7,521 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2635 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to transmit the secondary 
code to the locking device including transmitting the secondary key code based on a network 
address in Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer as evidenced by Gonzales et al. because 
Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer suggests transmitting identifying means of the locking 
mechanism and Gonzales et al. teaches transmitting identifying means of lock mechanism which 
include transmitting the network address of the locking mechanism. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kucharczyk et al. 
U.S Patent 6570488 in view of Bruwer U.S Patent 6166650 and further in view of Henderson et 
al. U.S Patent 4947163. 

Regarding claim 12, Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer teaches the reprogramming 
(updating) of a lock device (col. 13 Une 55) but is silent on teaching confirming reprogramming 
of the electronic locking device with a confirmation message. Henderson et al. in an art related 
invention in the same field of endeavor of electronic security teaches transmitting of a 
confirmation messages after the successful completion of data transfer between the key and the 
electronic locking device (col. 10 lines 39-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to confirm reprogranmiing 
of the electronic locking device with a confirmation message in Kucharczyk et al. in view of 
Bruwer as evidenced by Henderson et al. because Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer suggests 
the reprogramming of a locking device and Henderson et al. teaches transmitting of a 
confirmation messages after the successful completion of data transfer between the key and the 
electronic locking device. 
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Claims 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kucharczyk 
et al. U.S Patent 6300873 in view of Bruwer U.S Patent 6166650 and further in view of Henry et 
al. U.S Patent 5774059. 

Regarding claims 16-17, Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer teaches receiving a key 
code from the wireless communication device and transmitting a command to operate the 
locking device if the key code is authentic (col. 4 lines 51-65) but is silent on teaching 
determining if a number of attempts to operate the electronic locking device exceeds a threshold 
within a predetermined period of time and placing the electronic lock in a safety mode which is 
one of a slow down mode and a freeze mode. One skilled in the art recognizes that it is 
convention practice to determine if a number of attempts to operate the electronic locking device 
exceeds a threshold within a predetermined period of time and placing the electronic lock in a 
safety mode which is one of a slow down mode and a freeze mode as evidenced by Henry et al. 
(col. 12 lines 18-24). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to determining if a number 
of attempts to operate the electronic locking device exceeds a threshold within a predetermined 
period of time and placing the electronic lock in a safety mode which is one of a slow down 
mode and a freeze mode in Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer as evidenced by Henry et al. 
because Kucharczyk et al. in view of Bruwer teaches a locking device which requires a correctly 
coded key and one skilled in the art recognizes that it is convention practice to determine if a 
number of attempts to operate the electronic locking device exceeds a threshold within a 
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predetermined period of time and placing the electronic lock in a safety mode which is one of a 
slow down mode and a freeze mode as evidenced by Henry et al. 

Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Waggamon et al. 
U. S Patent 6049289 in view of Hyatt, Jr. et al. U.S Patent 5745044. 

Regarding claim 30, Waggamon et al. et al. teaches a device identification portion 
associated to the secondary code (col. 4 lines 58-59) but is silent on teaching the secondary key 
includes an activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion and a time of last use portion. 
Hyatt, Jr. et al. in an art related Electronic Security System teaches a key which stores 
information including an activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion and a time of last 
use portion (col. 4 lines 52-59). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to for the secondary key to 
includes an activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion and a time of last use portion in 
Waggamon et al. et al. as evidenced by Hyatt, Jr. et al. because Waggamon et al. et al. suggests a 
device identification portion associated to the secondary code and Hyatt, Jr. teaches including an 
activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion and a time of last use portion in the key 
code in order to improver the security of the access system. 

Claim 31-32 and 54-55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Waggamon et al. U. S Patent 6049289 in view of Brinkmeyer et al. U.S Patent 5838251. 

Regarding claim 31, Waggamon et al. et al. teaches receiving the master key code from a 
master key supplier (figure 3) but is silent on teaching receiving the master key by a network. 
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Brinkmeyer et al. in an art related invention for programming a key code teaches receiving a 
master key code (encoded data) from a master key supplier (20) and the master code is received 
by a network as shown in figure 3 and (col. 9 lines 42-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to receive the master key by 
a network in Waggamon et al. et al. as evidenced by Brinkmeyer et al. because Waggamon et al. 
et al. suggests receiving the master key code from a master key supplier and Brinkmeyer et al. 
teaches using a network to supply the master key. 

Regarding claim 32, Waggamon et al. et al. teaches the wireless device receiving the 
master key code (col. 4 lines 61-65) but is silent on teaching sending a master key code request 
to the master key supplier identifying one or more of a key supplier identifier, a product code of 
the electronic locking device. Brinkmeyer et al. in an art related invention for programming a 
key code teaches sending a master key code (encoded data) request to the master key supplier 
and the master key request identifying a product code of the electronic locking device (col. 6 
lines 2-5). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art to send a master key code 
request to the master key supplier identifying one or more of a key supplier identifier, a product 
code of the electronic locking device in Waggamon et al. et al. as evidenced by Brinkmeyer et 
al. because Waggamon et al. et al. suggests the wireless device receiving the master key code 
and Brinkmeyer et al. teaches sending a master key code (encoded data) request to the master 
key supplier and the master key request identifying a product code of the electronic locking 
device. 
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Regarding claims 54-55, Waggamon et al. is silent on teaching polling the locking device 
and receiving status information from the electronic locking device. Brinkmeyer et al. in an art 
related invention for programming a key code teaches polling the electronic locking device and 
receiving status information from the electronic locking device (col. 10 lines 47-47) and the 
status information includes the current status of the lock (col. 10 lines 47-54). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to poll the locking device 
and receiving status information from the electronic locking device in Waggamon et al. et al. as 
evidenced by Brinkmeyer et al. because Waggamon et al. suggests updating the code by learning 
new codes and Brinkmeyer et al. teaches providing update information by polling the electronic 
locking device and receiving status information from the electronic locking device. 

Claims 34-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Waggamon 
et al. U. S Patent 6049289 in view of Gonzales et al. U.S Patent 5936544. 

Regarding claims 34-35, Waggamon et al. is silent on teaching transmitting the secondary 
code to the locking device includes transmitting the secondary key code based on a network 
address. Gonzales et al. in an art related wireless access system teaches the transmission of an 
access code based on the network address of the locking device (col. 5 lines 2-8). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to transmit the secondary 
code to the locking device including transmitting the secondary key code based on a network 
address in Waggamon et al. as evidenced by Gonzales et al. because Waggamon et al. et al. 
suggests transmitting identifying means of the locking mechanism and Gonzales et al. teaches 
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transmitting identifying means of lock mechanism which include transmitting the network 
address of the locking mechanism. 

Claims 38-39 and 51-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Waggamon et al. U. S Patent 6049289 in view of Kucharczyk et al. U.S Patent 6300873. 

Regarding claims 38-39, Waggamon et al. teaches transmitting the key code to the 
wireless device (figure 3) but is silent on teaching attaching key code to an electronic mail. 
Kucharczyk et al. in an art related invention in the same field of endeavor or electronic lock 
teaches attaching key code to an electronic mail (col. 9 lines 55-59). The sending of the code at a 
remote time from the use of the secondary code is implied because the code must be received 
before it can be used. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to attach the key code to an 
electronic mail in Waggamon et al. as evidenced by Kucharczyk et al. because Waggamon et al. 
suggests transmitting the key code to the wireless device and Kucharczyk et al. teaches attaching 
key code to an electronic mail. 

Regarding claim 51, Waggamon et al. teaches means of generating a secondary code 
from a master key code (col. 4 lines 61-65) but is silent on teaching using a random number 
generator. Kucharczyk et al. in an art related invention in the same field of endeavor or electronic 
lock teaches using a random number to generate a key code (col. 7 lines 54-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use a random number 
generator to generate the secondary code in Waggamon et al. as evidenced by Kucharczyk et al 
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because Waggamon et al suggests means of generating a secondary code from a master key code 
and Kucharczyk et al. teaches using a random number to generate a key code. 

Regarding claims 52-53, Waggamon et al. teaches authenticating the key code (col. 8 
lines 16-18) but is silent on teaching but is silent on teaching determining an 
activation/expiration time of the key code and determining if a current time is within an 
activation/expiration time. Kucharczyk et al. in an art related invention in the same field of 
endeavor or electronic lock teaches the authentication of the key coded depends on 
activation/expiration time of the key code (col. 8 lines 49-57). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to determine an 
activation/expiration time of the key code and determining if a current time is within an 
activation/expiration time in Waggamon et al. as evidenced by Kucharczyk et al. because 
Waggamon et al. suggests teaches authenticating the key code and Kucharczyk et al. teaches 
authenticating the key code for a limited time period by monitoring the activation/expiration time 
of the key code. 

Claim 40 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Waggamon et al. 
U. S Patent 6049289 in view of Henderson et al. U.S Patent 4947163. 

Regarding claim 40, Waggamon et al. teaches the reprogramming of a lock device (col. 6 
lines 14-17) but is silent on teaching confirming reprogramming of the electronic locking device 
with a confirmation message. Henderson et al. in an art related invention in the same field of 
endeavor of electronic security teaches transmitting of a confirmation messages after the 
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successful completion of data transfer between the key and the electronic locking device (col. 10 
lines 39-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to confirm reprogramming 
of the electronic locking device with a confirmation message in Waggamon et al. as evidenced 
by Henderson et al. because Waggamon et al. in view of Bruwer suggests the reprogramming of 
a locking device and Henderson et al. teaches transmitting of a confirmation messages after the 
successful completion of data transfer between the key and the electronic locking device. 

Claims 44-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Waggamon 
et al. U. S Patent 6049289 U.S Patent 6570488 in view of Henry et al. U.S Patent 5774059. 

Regarding claims 44-45, Waggamon et al. teaches receiving a key code from the 
wireless communication device and transmitting a command to operate the locking device (col. 8 
lines 16-21) but is silent on teaching determining if a number of attempts to operate the 
electronic locking device exceeds a threshold within a predetermined period of time and placing 
the electronic lock in a safety mode which is one of a slow down mode and a freeze mode. One 
skilled in the art recognizes that it is convention practice to determine if a number of attempts to 
operate the electronic locking device exceeds a threshold within a predetermined period of time 
and placing the electronic lock in a safety mode which is one of a slow down mode and a freeze 
mode as evidenced by Henry et al. (col. 12 lines 18-24). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to determining if a number 
of attempts to operate the electronic locking device exceeds a threshold within a predetermined 
period of time and placing the electronic lock in a safety mode which is one of a slow down 
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mode and a freeze mode in Waggamon et al. as evidenced by Henry et al. because Waggamon et 
al. suggests a locking device which requires a correctly coded key and one skilled in the art 
recognizes that it is convention practice to determine if a number of attempts to operate the 
electronic locking device exceeds a threshold within a predetermined period of time and placing 
the electronic lock in a safety mode which is one of a slow down mode and a freeze mode as 
evidenced by Henry et al. 

Claim 58 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kucharczyk et al. 
U.S Patent 6300873 in view of Bruwer U.S Patent 6166650 and further in view of Hyatt, Jr. et al. 
U.S Patent 5745044. 

Regarding claim 58 is Kucharczyk et al. teaches a device identification portion associated 
to the secondary code (col. 10 lines 45-48) but is silent on teaching the secondary key includes 
an activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion and a time of last use portion. Hyatt, Jr. 
et al. in an art related Electronic Security System teaches a key which stores information 
including an activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion and a time of last use portion 
(col. 4 lines 52-59). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to for the secondary key to 
includes an activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion and a time of last use portion in 
Kucharczyk et al. as evidenced by Hyatt, Jr. et al. because Kucharczyk et al. in view of suggests 
a device identification portion associated to the secondary code and Hyatt, Jr. teaches including 
an activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion and a time of last use portion in the key 
code in order to improver the security of the access system. 



• 
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Claims 63, 67, and 72 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kucharczyk et al. U.S Patent 6300873 in view of Bruwer U.S Patent 6166650 and further in 
view of Hyatt, Jr. et al. U.S Patent 5745044. 

Regarding claims 63, 67, and 72, Kucharczyk et al. teaches a device identification portion 
associated to the secondary code (col. 10 lines 45-48) but is silent on teaching the secondary key 
includes an activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion and a time of last use portion. 
Hyatt, Jr. et al. in an art related Electronic Security System teaches a key which stores 
information including an activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion and a time of last 
use portion (col. 4 lines 52-59). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to for the secondary key to 
includes an activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion and a time of last use portion in 
Kucharczyk et al. as evidenced by Hyatt, Jr. et al. because Kucharczyk et al. suggests a device 
identification portion associated to the secondary code and Hyatt, Jr. teaches including an 
activation/expiration portion, a time of issue portion and a time of last use portion in the key 
code in order to improver the security of the access system. 



Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Vernal U Brown whose telephone number is 703-305-3864. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Th, 8:30 AM-6:30 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Horabik can be reached on 703-305-4704. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9314. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-4750. 




Vernal Brown 
December 23,2003 




